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An intensive archeological survey was completed in order to inventory and evaluate archeological 
resources within the footprint of improvements to Farm-to-Market (FM) 2001 in Hays and Caldwell 
Counties, Texas.  The archeological area of potential effects (APE) totals 8.5 miles (13.7 kilometers), 
extending from the intersection of Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) and FM 2001 to just east of State 
Highway (SH) 21 (CSJ 1776-01-018).  Fieldwork was conducted on July 2-3, 7-8, and August 5, 2014 
under Antiquities Permit 6936.  Much of the project area was determined to have been subjected to 
ground-disturbing activities associated with agriculture, residential development, installation of utilities, 
and construction and maintenance of the existing road.  Two newly recorded archeological sites, 
41HY493 and 41HY494, were documented.  Site 41HY493 is a historic-age artifact scatter that 
represents a late nineteenth- to early twentieth-century domestic occupation.  There are no extant 
buildings and no features or unique artifacts located within the APE.  Site 41HY494 is a historic-age 
barn complex with livestock pens and chutes and a possible dipping vat.  An artifact scatter near the 
barn complex suggests that there was a possible earlier occupation on the same parcel.  Neither site is 
recommended as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or for designation as a 
State Antiquities Landmark.  As both sites were located on private property, no artifacts were collected.  








On July 2-3 and 7-8, and August 5, 2014 an intensive archeological survey was completed in order to 
inventory and evaluate archeological resources within the footprint of improvements to Farm-to-Market 
(FM) 2001 in Hays and Caldwell Counties, Texas.  The archeological area of potential effects (APE) 
totals 8.5 miles (13.7 kilometers) and covers an area of 147 acres (59.4 hectares).  The project extends 
from the intersection of Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) and FM 2001 to just east of State Highway (SH) 
21; the roadway follows segments of the existing FM 2001 and has new location areas to accommodate 
the proposed improvements (CSJ 1776-01-018).  The 147-acre APE includes 35.1 acres (ac) of existing 
right-of-way, 111.9 ac of proposed right-of-way, 8.5 ac of proposed permanent easements, and 0.9 
ac of proposed temporary easements.   
The existing roadway is a two-lane roadway with no shoulder.  The proposed roadway would be a 
four-lane divided roadway (two lanes in each direction); sidewalks and bike lanes will be constructed 
along portions of the proposed roadway, with space for the addition of sidewalks and bike lanes along 
the entire alignment in the future.  The proposed roadway would also include the construction of 
drainage culverts at multiple locations along the alignment.  Generally, the portions of the project that 
fall along existing portions of FM 2001 are publicly owned and new location segments are on private 
land.  
The fieldwork was carried out under Texas Antiquities Permit 6936 by Melissa M. Green (Principal 
Investigator) and Haley Rush (Project Archeologist) of Cox|McLain Environmental Consulting, Inc. 
(CMEC), hired as a subcontractor to Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.  Approximately 350 person-hours 
have been invested in the archeological phase of compliance work for the overall project.  The project 
is sponsored and funded by Hays County and the roadway will eventually be integrated into the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) system.  The project is assumed to be subject to Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as well as the Antiquities Code of Texas.   
The majority of the alignment was surveyed (excluding one property for which access was not available).  
The portions of the APE that are new location were subjected to an intensive archeological survey, 
complete with subsurface investigations.  In those areas of the APE that follow existing roadway, 
disturbances were noted and the area was visually inspected.  Ground surfaces within the APE were 
generally moderately to highly (50 to 80 percent) visible, although there were some areas of lower 
(30 percent) visibility due to vegetation overgrowth.  Most of the new location APE has been severely 
impacted by agricultural terracing and plowing.  The portion of the APE that follows the existing FM 
2001 roadway has been impacted by previous roadway construction, maintenance, and utility 
installations (electric, gas, telecommunication) that follow and/or cross the right-of-way.   
A total of 14 shovel tests were excavated across the APE, six of which were located at site 41HY493 
(discussed further below).  Shovel tests revealed dense clay deposits across the entirety of the APE.  
Excluding the shovel tests excavated at site 41HY493, shovel tests were excavated to depths of 
between 25 to 60 centimeters below surface (cmbs).  Most shovel tests were terminated due to the 
extreme compaction of the soil.  Shovel tests were not excavated in areas found to be impacted by 
previous roadway and utility construction or extensive agricultural terracing.  Although there was one 
inaccessible parcel at the intersection of SH 21 and FM 2001, this was not determined to be an issue 
as that property had been impacted by a transmission line and extensive agricultural terracing.   





Two historic-age archeological sites were recorded during the survey, 41HY493 and 41HY494.  Site 
41HY493 is a scatter of late nineteenth- or early twentieth-century artifacts located on the top of a 
knoll; no structural remains were observed and no features were noted in the APE.  Artifacts observed 
indicate a single domestic occupation.  Deed title information indicates that the property was likely 
occupied by either Thomas Frank, owner of the property between 1881 and 1889, or tenants of the 
John Hancock Mutual Insurance Company (owners between 1889 and 1922).  Six shovel tests were 
excavated, as allowed by the APE boundary, to delineate the portion of the site that falls within the 
APE.  Shovel tests here revealed shallow soils which terminate at a depth of between 15 and 30 cmbs.  
Artifacts observed in the four positive shovel tests were shallow (0-15 cmbs) and were within the depth 
of large vertisolic cracks present in the field.  As there are no extant buildings and the majority of the 
artifacts associated with the site are located outside of the APE, the portion of site 41HY493 within the 
APE is recommended not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or 
designation as a State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) as it lacks integrity of design, materials, and 
associations.   
Site 41HY494 is a complex of mid- to late twentieth-century farm or ranch outbuildings that includes an 
earlier historic-age artifact scatter from an earlier, domestic occupation.  One large barn was found to 
be connected to a cinder block building by way of a cattle chute.  Further inspection revealed that the 
cinder block building contained a sub-floor feature thought to be a possible cattle/livestock dipping 
vat.  Historic aerials and topographic maps show that the complex was in place as early as 1960.  Deed 
title information shows that the property was owned by E. F. Barnes in 1942 and then again from 1953 
to 2006, when it was partitioned as part of the E. F. Barnes estate.  No shovel tests were excavated at 
the barn site or in the areas immediately adjacent due to possible contamination of the area by cattle 
dipping solution.  The cinder block building is located outside of the alignment; however, the entire 
complex would be removed for the proposed roadway construction.    
Also located approximately 50 meters southwest of the barn and within a proposed easement is a 
sparse historic-age artifact scatter including brick fragments, glass shards, and ceramic sherds, 
indicating an early twentieth-century domestic occupation.  These artifacts were observed in an area 
with large numbers of disturbances, primarily related to the construction of two stock ponds.  Deed 
research suggests the parcel was owned by the same family (Barnes) since 1942 and has been in 
continuous use by members of that family until today.  The artifacts associated with the domestic 
occupation pre-date the barn complex and may be associated with earlier owners (Bingham).  No shovel 
tests were excavated near or at the domestic artifact scatter, as the ground surface was highly visible 
(between 50 and 80 percent) and the construction of adjacent stock ponds had severely disturbed the 
area.  All components of site 41HY494 that are within the APE are recommended not eligible for listing 
on the NRHP or designation as an SAL as there is a lack of integrity of design, materials, and 
associations.   
Local folklore holds that a large painted tractor tire along the existing FM 2001 roadway marks a 
possible child’s grave.  This tire was within the project’s original APE, but the APE has since been altered 
to avoid the tire.  The landowner insisted that the tire and possible burial be left in situ and that no 
subsurface investigations take place.  The tire is currently outside the APE by 3.44 feet (1.05 meter). It is 
recommended that the location be protected during construction with temporary fencing.   
The only other materials noted in the APE were isolated cobbles and flakes, glass shards, and one 
ceramic sherd.  The cobbles and flakes were only observed on the surface and were not present in any 





concentration; only one was unquestionably intentionally modified by human hands.  The glass shards 
and ceramic sherd were observed near a drainage in a terraced field near the existing roadway and 
are not associated with an intact historic deposit. 
A historic resources survey of the project area is being undertaken separately.  Any historic-age resource 
determined to not have associated archeological deposits was not recorded as an archeological site 
and is not included herein.   
No artifacts were collected, as artifacts were only observed on private land; therefore, only project 
records will need to be curated per TAC 26.16 and 26.17.  Project records will be permanently housed 
at the Center for Archaeological Studies (CAS) at Texas State University-San Marcos.   
The Texas Historical Commission (THC) concurred with the findings and recommendations in this report 
on January 8, 2015. 
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Overview of the Project 
Hays County, a political subdivision of the State of Texas, has proposed improvements to Farm-to-
Market Road (FM) 2001 in Hays and Caldwell counties, Texas (Figure 1).  The improvements include 
widening of portions of the roadway as well as construction of new location roadway.  Generally new 
location portions of road are located on private land and improvements to existing roadway will occur 
on public land (Figure 2a-l).  Only one property was not accessible due to lack of right-of-entry.  
The archeological area of potential effects (APE) totals 8.5 miles (13.7 kilometers) and covers an area 
of 147 acres (59.4 hectares); the project extends from the intersection of Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) 
and FM 2001 to just east of State Highway (SH) 21 at FM 2001 (CSJ 1776-010018).  The maximum 
right-of-way width is 160 feet (48.8 meters).  Depth of impact will typically be 2 feet deep (0.6 meters) 
with depths of up to 16 feet (4.8 meters) at culvert locations.  The proposed roadway follows segments 
of the existing FM 2001 and has new location areas to accommodate the proposed improvements.  
Generally, the portions of the project that fall along existing portions of FM 2001 are publicly owned 
and new location segments are on private land.  The 147-acre APE includes 35.1 acres (ac) of existing 
right-of-way, 111.9 ac of proposed right-of-way, 8.5 ac of proposed permanent easements, and 0.9 
ac of proposed temporary easements.  Details of the design plans can be found in Appendix A.   
The existing roadway is a two-lane roadway with no shoulder.  The proposed roadway would be a 
four-lane (two lanes in each direction) divided roadway; sidewalks and bike lanes will be constructed 
along portions of the proposed roadway, with space for the addition of sidewalks and bike lanes along 
the entire alignment in the future.  The proposed roadway would also include the construction of 
drainage culverts at multiple locations along the alignment.  
FM 2001 is owned by the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) but the project is sponsored 
and funded by Hays County, rendering the project subject to the Antiquities Code of Texas (9 TNRC 
191).  The project is also assumed to have a federal nexus, triggering Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended (16 USC 470; 36 CFR 800).  As this project was 
performed under Antiquities Permit 6936, all materials generated from this it will be curated at the 
Center for Archaeological Studies (CAS) at Texas State University-San Marcos. 
Method olog ical and Logistic al Consid era tions  
Melissa M. Green (Principal Investigator) and Haley Rush (Project Archeologist) of Cox|McLain 
Environmental Consulting, Inc. (CMEC) performed the fieldwork on July 2-3 and 7-8, 2014.  An 
additional field visit was made on August 5, 2014.  The weather was hot and humid but no major 
logistical difficulties were encountered.  Shovel test units were placed judgmentally within the APE based 
on observed disturbance levels (many), ground surface visibility (very good to excellent), and guidelines 
established by the Council of Texas Archeologists (CTA) and approved by the Texas Historical 
Commission (THC).  The methods employed during this study and relevant constraints are discussed 
further in Chapters Three and Four.  Approximately 350 person-hours have been invested in the 
archeological phase of compliance work for the overall project.   
 





Structure of the Report 
Following this introduction, Chapter Two presents environmental parameters, a brief cultural context, 
and a summary of previous archeological research near the APE; Chapter Three discusses research 
goals, relevant methods, and the underlying regulatory considerations; Chapter Four presents the results 
of the survey and summarizes the implications of the investigations; and references are in Chapter Five. 



















































































2.0 Environmental and Cultural Context 
Topography, Geology, and Soils 
The APE is located at elevations of 538-746 feet (164-227 meters) above mean sea level (amsl) on 
rolling and eroded uplands above Brushy Creek and tributaries to Brushy Creek.  The APE is geologically 
underlain by Upper Cretaceous-age Navarro Group and Marlbrook Marl (BEG 1981).  According to 
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) data, soils within the APE are generally deep and 
derived from calcareous clayey sediments, clays, and shales (NRCS 2014) that are common in the 
Blackland Prairie ecoregion (discussed further below).  Mapped soil units include:  
 
 Houston Black clay on 1 to 3 percent slopes,  
 Eroded Altoga silty clay on 2 to 8 percent slopes, 
 Frequently flooded Tinn clay on 0 to 1 percent slopes, 
 Eroded Heiden clay on 1 to 5 percent slopes, 
 Severely eroded Ferris clay on 5 to 20 percent slopes, and 
 Branyon clay on 1 to 3 percent slopes.  
 
Although these soils are technically deep, in this topographic and geographic setting (i.e., stable uplands 
above alluvial zones) there is generally a low probability of deeply buried cultural materials.  Further, 
materials found in these settings often have poor contexts due to the shrink-swell nature of clay-rich soils 
common in this region (Abbott 2001; Collins 2004).   
Vegetation, Physiography, and Land use 
The project is located in the Blackland Prairie ecoregion, according to the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
(TPWD) Ecoregion Map, derived from Gould et al. 1960 (TPWD 2011).  The Blackland Prairie has 
gently sloping topography and productive, clay-rich soils (TPWD 2014).  Much of the region is used for 
agriculture, including crops and livestock grazing.  Few areas with native prairie vegetation remain in 
the region (TPWD 2014); this characterization was true in the current project area as nearly the entire 
area crossed or was adjacent to livestock pasture and cropland.   
According to the TPWD’s Vegetation Types of Texas map and accompanying descriptions, the APE is in 
an area (Type 45) mapped as being covered with “other Native or Introduced Grasses” (McMahan et 
al. 1984).  This mapped area contains native grasses mixed with introduced grasses due to the clearing 
of much of the woody vegetation.  Vegetation noted during the survey include various types of grasses, 
forbs (including large fields of sunflowers), shrubs, and mesquite and oak trees.   
Archeological Chronology for Central Texas 
The APE lies within the Central Texas archeological region, which is based—like most spatial constructs 
used to classify past cultural groups—on a combination of archeological patterns and geologic, 
geographic, climatic, pedologic, and other environmental factors (Perttula 2004).  The geographic 
boundaries of the Central Texas region include the eastern half of the Edwards Plateau, the Llano Uplift, 
and the portion of the Blackland Prairie that borders the Balcones Escarpment (Collins 2004 and Prewitt 
1981).  Although the Central Texas archeological region is characterized by diverse environments and 
archeological expressions, the ubiquitous presence of burned rock middens unifies the archeology in the 
region across both time and space.  





Despite this distinctive presence of burned rock middens, the archeological chronology typically used 
by researchers in Central Texas is broadly similar to that used in the rest of Texas, and indeed 
throughout North America, with the first well-established human occupations occurring approximately 
11,500 radiocarbon years before present (BP), or approximately 13,000 calendar years ago, and the 
bulk of the prehistoric record contained within a long Archaic period (Table 1).   
       Table 1: Archeological Chronology for Central Texas* 
  





11,500 – 8,800 
11,500 – 10,000 






8,800 – 1,200 
8,800 – 6,000 
6,000 – 4,000 





1,200 – 400 
1,200 – 800 
800 – 400 
  




*   After Collins 2004: 113, Figure 3.9a. 
**  Based on uncalibrated radiocarbon dates, which are typical in Texas 
archeology (see Perttula 2004:14, Note 1). 
 
 
Central Texas is generally considered to have a high probability for prehistoric archeological sites and 
materials, due in large part to the suitability of native Edwards Plateau chert—typically found as large 
cobbles within limestone beds—for toolmaking (Collins 2004).  The region contains thousands of chert 
quarrying and tool-production sites, some hundreds of hectares/acres in size as indicated by searches 
in the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas) maintained by the THC and the Texas Archeological 
Research Laboratory (TARL).  Detailed information about projects and sites in the vicinity of the project 
area are presented below.  
Further discussion of the prehistory and history of the APE’s environs and Central Texas is beyond the 
scope of this document.  For such a discussion regarding prehistory—supplemented by critiques of 
dominant archeological methods and research frameworks and suggestions for alternative strategies—
the reader is referred to Collins (2004).  Other relevant references include Arnn (2012), Black (1989), 
Collins (1995), Hester (2004), Johnson (1994), Prewitt (1981, 1985), Suhm (1960), Suhm et al. (1954) 
and Weir (1976).   
Historic Context 
The project area is primarily located in eastern Hays County.  The earliest settlers of Hays County were 
a mix of old Texans and immigrants from Georgia and Arkansas (Cecil and Greene 2014).  Farming 
and cattle ranching were early industries in the county and proved profitable and helped grow the 
post-Civil War population in the area.  Goforth, located near the center of the APE, was one of many 
communities to spring up after the Civil War.  Goforth was named for local landowner and merchant J. 





T. Goforth and was once the center of cotton production in eastern Hays County (Greene 2014).  A 
school was established in 1881, a post office was operated from 1890 to 1902, and a community 
church was established as early as 1874 in Goforth (Figures 3 and 4).  The church served pioneer 
settlers of all denominations, although the land was not officially deeded until 1901 (THC 2014).  
However, the Goforth cotton ginning company was one of the busiest in the region until a 1913 drought 
accelerated the decline of agriculture yields (Greene 2014).   
Although Goforth had a bustling agricultural economy, the population fell from 100 in 1892 to just 20 
in 1896.  However, the Goforth community persisted and the church was used as the site of a school for 
local Mexican Americans until 1948.  A field visit to the Martin Cemetery, which is across the street from 
the Goforth church, revealed recent Hispanic burials alongside those of the earliest Goforth residents 
and the founder of the church. (Figure 5).  The Goforth church is well kept and services are held there 
today as the Alpha Word of Faith Church.  
The eastern terminus of the project, State Highway (SH) 21, is also known as the Camino Real (King’s 
Highway), or Old San Antonio Road.  The Camino Real, literally “Royal Road,” was officially established 
in the 1600s by Spanish military expeditions in an effort to create a buffer against French forces (NPS 
2011; TSHA 2014).  The Camino Real, as it is presently mapped by the NPS, encompasses various trails 
and routes used heavily during the Spanish Colonial period (approximately 1680 to 1821), which were 
likely based on existing Native American trade networks (NPS 2011; TSHA 2014).   
 
 
Figure 3. Martin Church of Goforth, now the Alpha Word of Faith Church; looking southwest. 






Figure 4. Martin Church of Goforth historical marker. 
 






Figure 5. Martin Cemetery across the street from the Martin Church of Goforth; looking east. 
Previous Investigations and Previously Identified Resources 
A search of the Atlas maintained by the THC and the TARL was conducted in order to identify 
archeological sites, historical markers, Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks (RTHLs), properties or districts 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), State Antiquities Landmarks (SALs), cemeteries, 
or other cultural resources that may have been previously recorded in or near the APE, as well as 
previous surveys undertaken in the area.   
According to Atlas survey coverage data, the APE has not been surveyed previously. There are, 
however, ten small archeological surveys and eight sites recorded within the one-mile buffer zone that 
surrounds the APE (Table 3.6-2).  The small surveys include one for TxDOT by Horizon in 2005 at FM 
2001 and I-35 (Owens 2006), one by Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA) staff along FM 2001 
below State Highway 21, as well as multiple small surveys for NRCS performed in the 1980s (THC 
2014); no cultural resources were identified during any of these surveys.   
Five previously recorded archeological sites (41CW35, 41HY19, 41HY262, 41HY436, 41HY413) are 
located within the buffer surrounding the APE (THC 2014; see Figure 1). Site 41CW126 is a mid-
twentieth-century trash dump recorded during the LCRA survey mentioned above (Prikryl et al. 2010).  
Site 41CW35, an early twentieth-century cistern, was recorded as part of the All American Pipeline in 
1985; no other information was forthcoming on this site. 
Site 41HY436 is recorded approximately 140 m of north of the APE near the southeastern terminus of 
the project.  Site 41HY436 is described as a temporary camp site of unknown age with a surficial 
scatter of tested cobbles, primary and secondary flakes, scrapers, and choppers (Iruegas 2007). The 





site was identified during a 2006 survey of the 79-acre Hays Consolidated Independent School District 
(CISD) future high school tract conducted by GTI Environmental Consultants, and was determined 
ineligible (THC 2014). 
The remaining three previously recorded sites were recorded for private development and/or 
enterprise and were, therefore, not recorded under the purview of federal or state entity.  In 1994 
Hicks and Company performed a reconnaissance and damage assessment of sites 41HY19 and 
41HY262 (Davis and Jones 1994; Hicks and Company 1994; THC 2014).  Site 41HY19 is recorded as 
an Early to Late Archaic and site was originally recorded for the Heep Trust by E. Mott Davis in 1963 
(THC 2014).  Site 41HY262 is recorded as an early twentieth-century house site with a prehistoric 
component.  In 2006, Horizon Environmental Services, Inc., recorded site 41HY413, an early twentieth-
century house site, while surveying the Horton property (THC 2014).   
  





3.0 Research Goals and Methods   
Purpose of the Research 
The present study was carried out to accomplish three major goals: 
1. To identify all historic and prehistoric archeological resources located within the APE defined 
in Chapter One; 
2. To perform a preliminary evaluation of the identified resources’ potential for inclusion in the 
NRHP and/or for designation as a SAL (typically performed concurrently); and 
3. To make recommendations about the need for further research concerning the identified 
resources based on the preliminary NRHP/SAL evaluation and with guidance on 
methodology and ethics from the THC and CTA. 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470; 36 CFR 800), directs federal agencies 
and entities using federal funds to “take into account the effect of their undertakings on historic 
properties” (36 CFR 800.1a), with “historic property” defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, 
building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic 
Places [NRHP] maintained by the Secretary of the Interior” (36 CFR 800.16).    
In order to determine the presence of historic properties (with this phrase understood in its broad Section 
106 sense) an APE is first delineated.  The APE is the area in which direct impacts (and in a federal 
context, indirect impacts as well) to historic properties may occur.  Within the APE, resources are 
evaluated to determine if they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, and to determine the presence of 
any properties that are already listed on the NRHP.  To determine if a property is significant, cultural 
resource professionals and regulators evaluate the resource using these criteria: 
…The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture 
is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, material, workmanship, feeling, and association and 
a. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or 
b. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
c. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 
may lack individual distinction; or 
d. that have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history (36 CFR 60.4). 
Note that significance and NRHP eligibility are determined by two primary components: integrity and 
one of the four types of association and data potential listed under 36 CFR 60.4(a-d).  The criterion 
most often applied to archeological sites is the last—and arguably the broadest—of the four; its 
phrasing allows regulators to consider a broad range of research questions and analytical techniques 
that may be brought to bear (36 CFR 60.4[d]). 





Occasionally, certain resources fall into categories which require further evaluation using one or more 
of the following Criteria Considerations. If a resource is identified and falls into one of these categories, 
the Criteria Considerations listed below may be applied in conjunction with one or more of the four 
National Register criteria listed above: 
a. A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or 
historical importance, or 
b. A building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant primarily for 
architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a historic 
person or event, or 
c. A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no other 
appropriate site or building directly associated with his or her productive life, or 
d. A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of transcendent 
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic events, 
or 
e. A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in 
a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or structure 
with the same association has survived, or 
f. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has 
invested it with its own historical significance, or 
g. A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance (36 
CFR 60.4). 
Resources that are listed in the NRHP or are recommended eligible are treated the same under Section 
106, and are generally treated the same at the state level as well. 
After cultural resources within the APE are identified and evaluated, effects evaluations are completed 
to determine if the proposed project has no effect, no adverse effect, or an adverse effect on these 
resources.  Effects are determined by assessing the impacts that the proposed project will have on the 
characteristics that make the property eligible for listing in the NRHP as well as its integrity.  Types of 
potential adverse effects considered include physical impacts, such as the destruction of all or part of a 
resource; property acquisitions that adversely impact the historic setting of a resource, even if built 
resources are not directly impacted; noise and vibration impacts evaluated according to accepted 
professional standards; changes to significant viewsheds; and cumulative effects that may occur later in 
time.  If the project will have an adverse effect on cultural resources, measures can be taken to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate this adverse effect.  In some instances, changes to the proposed project can be 
made to avoid adverse effects.  In other cases, adverse effects may be unavoidable, and mitigation to 
compensate for these impacts will be proposed and agreed upon by consulting parties.  
The Antiquities Code of Texas 
Because the project is currently owned and funded by Hays County, a political subdivision of the State 
of Texas, the project is subject to the Antiquities Code of Texas (9 TNRC 191), which requires 
consideration of effects on properties designated as—or eligible to be designated as—SALs, which are 
defined as:  





...sites, objects, buildings, structures and historic shipwrecks, and locations of historical, archeological, 
educational, or scientific interest including, but not limited to, prehistoric American Indian or aboriginal 
campsites, dwellings, and habitation sites, aboriginal paintings, petroglyphs, and other marks or 
carvings on rock or elsewhere which pertain to early American Indian or other archeological sites of 
every character, treasure imbedded in the earth, sunken or abandoned ships and wrecks of the sea 
or any part of their contents, maps, records, documents, books, artifacts, and implements of culture in 
any way related to the inhabitants, prehistory, history, government, or culture in, on, or under any of 
the lands of the State of Texas, including the tidelands, submerged land, and the bed of the sea 
within the jurisdiction of the State of Texas.  (13 TAC 26.2)   
Guidelines for the evaluation of cultural resources as SALs and/or for listing on the NRHP, which is also 
explicitly referenced at the state level, are detailed in 13 TAC 26.  An archeological site identified on 
lands owned or controlled by the State of Texas may be of sufficient significance to allow designation 
as a SAL if at least one of the following criteria applies: 
1. the site has the potential to contribute to a better understanding of the prehistory and/or history 
of Texas by the addition of new and important information;  
2. the site's archeological deposits and the artifacts within the site are preserved and intact, thereby 
supporting the research potential or preservation interests of the site;  
3. the site possesses unique or rare attributes concerning Texas prehistory and/or history;  
4. the study of the site offers the opportunity to test theories and methods of preservation, thereby 
contributing to new scientific knowledge;  
5. the high likelihood that vandalism and relic collecting has occurred or could occur, and official 
landmark designation is needed to insure [sic] maximum legal protection, or alternatively further 
investigations are needed to mitigate the effects of vandalism and relic collecting when the site 
cannot be protected (13 TAC 26.10). 
For archeological resources, the state-level process requires securing and maintaining a valid Texas 
Antiquities Permit from the THC, the lead state agency for Antiquities Code compliance, throughout all 
stages of investigation, analysis, and reporting.  
Survey Methods and Protocols 
With the goals and guidelines above in mind, CMEC personnel conducted an intensive survey on July 2-
3 and 7-8, 2014 and on August 5, 2014, per category 6 under 13 TAC 26.15 and using the definitions 
in 13 TAC 26.3, searching for previously identified and unidentified archeological sites.  Field methods 
complied with the coverage requirements of 13 TAC 26.15, as elaborated by the THC and CTA.   
Shovel tests were not excavated across the entire APE due to the high ground surface visibility (often 
greater than 50 percent) and/or extensive ground disturbances; the most common disturbances were 
from extensive agricultural terracing, construction and maintenance of existing roadways, and utilities 
installations.  Although the soils in the APE are technically deep, as discussed above and in the approved 
Permit scope, no mechanical trenching was deemed necessary as cultural materials would be expected 
to occur either on the surface or within the reach of hand excavated shovel test units due to the stable 
upland setting.   
 





Shovel tests were excavated in natural levels to major color/texture changes or restrictive features, as 
allowed by compaction and hardness of the deposits.  Excavated matrix was screened through 0.635-
cm (0.25-in) hardware cloth as allowed by moisture and clay content, which often required that the 
removed sediment be crumbled/sorted by hand, trowel, and/or shovel point.  Deposits were described 
using conventional texture classifications and Munsell color designations, and all observations were 
recorded on standard CMEC shovel test forms.  The testing protocol detailed in the approved scope for 
Texas Antiquities Permit 6936 called for radial shovel tests to be placed at 5-m (16-ft) internals around 
each shovel test positive for cultural material until two negative units were established in each cardinal 
direction.  As detailed in the next chapter, double negative units were not possible at site 41HY493 
due to aggressive cattle, the limits of the APE, and terracing of the field in which the site was located.  
Due to possible contamination from DDT or arsenic as well as extensive ground disturbances, no shovel 
tests were excavated at site 41HY494.   
Generally new location portions of road are located on private land and improvements to existing 
roadway will occur on public land with the current right-of-way.  No artifacts were collected, as artifacts 
were only observed on private land; therefore, only project records will need to be curated per 13 
TAC 26.16 and 26.17.  Project records will be curated at the Center for Archaeological Studies (CAS) 
at Texas State University-San Marcos.   





4.0 Results and Recommendations  
General Field Observations 
In July 2014, CMEC personnel conducted an archeological survey of the entire 8.5 mi (13.7 km) or 
156.5-ac (63.3-ha) APE.  The portions of the APE that are new location were subjected to an intensive 
archeological survey, complete with subsurface investigations; in those areas of the APE that follow 
existing roadway, a reconnaissance survey was completed.   
The APE is located in a rolling prairie that crosses Brushy Creek and several of its tributaries.  The area 
is still mostly rural, although urban development is gradually encroaching, particularly on the western 
end of the APE.  Much of the project APE has been subjected to ground-disturbing activities associated 
with agriculture, residential development, installation of utilities, and construction and maintenance of 
the existing road.  Approximately half of the project area fell across existing roadway (Figures 6 and 
7) while the other half fell across agricultural fields, most of which were extensively terraced (Figures 
8 and 9).  Agricultural terraces in some cases were as high as 50 cm and at least 75 cm wide.  With 
the exception of two large fields of sorghum near the eastern end of the project, the terraced fields 
are in pasture.  Ground surface visibility was moderate to high (50 to 80 percent) across the majority 
of the APE, although there were a few isolated areas of low ground surface visibility.  Several low 
drainages and tributaries to Brushy Creek were crossed by or paralleled the APE.  Some of these 
drainages, particularly those encountered in terraced fields, are often undecipherable from the swales 
between the terraces except for the limestone, chert, and quartzite cobbles and gravels that tend to 
cluster along these tributaries (Figure 10).  The tributaries encountered on the far eastern portion of the 
APE are more incised with obvious creek beds and banks (Figure 11). 
 
Figure 6. Example of built-up road bed, ditch, and utilities along existing FM 2001 right-of-way. 






Figure 7. Proposed right-of-way adjacent to Rohde Road; looking west. 
 
Figure 8. Proposed right-of-way at edge of terraced field along Rohde Road; looking south southeast. 






Figure 9. Terraced pastures in proposed right-of-way east of current FM 2001; looking northwest. 
 
Figure 10. Cobbles and gravel in bed of tributary to Brushy Creek; looking south. 






Figure 11. Incised tributary to Brushy Creek; looking west. 
Due to extensive disturbance noted across the APE, only fourteen shovel test units were excavated in 
the APE, six at site 41HY493 (see 41HY493 site discussion below) and eight across the rest of the APE 
(Figures 12a-e).  None were excavated at 41HY494 due to possible soil contamination (see 41HY494 
site discussion below).  All shovel test units revealed dark compact clayey soils, some with occasional 
limestone gravels or cobbles.  None of the non-site shovel tests (n=8) were positive for cultural materials, 
although one glass shard was noted on the surface near ST 3.  Details of each shovel test, including 
those at site 41HY493, are presented below in Table 2.   
Observed Cultural Resources 
Two newly recorded archeological sites, 41HY493 and 41HY494, were recorded in and one possible 
child burial reported adjacent to the project area; those resources are discussed in detail below Figures 
12a-e and Table 1.  In addition to the two sites and the possible burial, isolated objects (IO) were 
encountered in the APE.  The IOs include possible modified cobbles or gravels, glass shards, and one 
ceramic sherd (see Figures 12b-d).  The glass shards and sherd were not conclusively historic in age and 
were in a field adjacent to a modern house along the existing FM 2001 roadway that has been 
impacted by agricultural terracing and ranching activities.  Only one of the lithic IOs was unquestionably 
modified; however, it was located in a plowed field.  The remainder of the lithics may not have been 
modified by humans and were not found in association with other materials.   
 



































Table 2: Shovel Test Unit Excavation Results 













1 Non-Site 0-25 
25-50 
7.5YR2.5/1 (black) compact clay 
10YR3/2 (very dark grayish brown) 




Few snails noted 
Shovel test terminated 
due to compact clay 
2 Non-Site 0-30 
 
30-60 
10YR3/1 (very dark gray) moist clay 
10YR4/3 (brown) moist clay 
None/None None 
 
Terminated at depth 
3 Non-Site 0-15 
 
15-50 
10YR4/1 (dark gray) dry clay 
 
10YR4/1 (dark gray) very dense 
compact clay 
1 glass shard at 
surface 
None/None 
Few limestone gravels 
Shovel test terminated 
due to compact clay 
4 Non-Site 0-25 10YR4/1 (dark gray) compact clay Small tin fragment 
at surface 
Few limestone gravels 
Shovel test terminated 
due to compact clay 
5 Non-Site 0-25 7.5YR3/1 (very dark gray) very 
compact clay 
None/None Few limestone gravels 
Shovel test terminated 
due to compact clay 
6 Non-Site 0-20 
 
20-35 
10YR4/1 (dark gray) compact clay 
10YR4/1 (dark gray) sticky, compact 
clay 
None/None Few cobbles and 
gravels 
Shovel test terminated 
due to sticky, compact 
clay 
7 Non-site 0-15 
15-30 
10YR2/1 (black) clay 
10YR2/1 (black) sticky compact clay 
None/None Few gravels 
Shovel test terminated 
due to sticky, compact 
clay 
8 Non-Site 0-20 
20-25 
10YR3/1 (very dark gray) clay 
10YR3/1 (very dark gray) sticky, 
compact clay 
None/None N/A 
Shovel test terminated 
due to sticky, compact 
clay 
9 41HY493 0-10 5YR4/1 (dark gray) dry, hard clay 2 glass shards; 2 tin 
fragments 
Shovel test terminated 
due to aggressive cow 
defending her calf from 
rogue archeologists 
10 41HY493 0-20 
 
20-30 
5YR4/1 (dark gray) compact, dry 
clay 
5YR4/3 (reddish brown) compact, 
clay subsoil 
1 glass, 1 ceramic 
sherd, burned earth 
N/A 
 
Shovel test terminated 
due to reaching clay 
subsoil 
11 41HY493 0-5 
 
5-15 
5YR4/1 (dark gray) compact, dry 
clay 







Shovel test terminated 
due to reaching clay 
subsoil 
12 41HY493 0-15 
 
15-30 
5YR4/1 (dark gray) compact, dry 
clay 
5YR4/3 (reddish brown) compact, 
clay subsoil 
1 ceramic sherd N/A 
 
Shovel test terminated 
due to reaching clay 
subsoil 
13 41HY493 0-15 
 
15-25 
5YR5/1 (dark gray) compact, dry 
clay 




Shovel test terminated 
due to reaching clay 
subsoil 
14 41HY493 0-20 
 
20-35 
5YR4/1 (dark gray) compact, dry 
clay 
5YR4/3 (reddish brown) compact, 
clay subsoil 
1 glass shard, 1 
ceramic sherd 
N/A 
  *  Centimeters below surface. 
 





41HY493 (Temporary Site CMEC-01) 
41HY493 is a scatter of late nineteenth-century/early twentieth-century artifacts representing the 
remains of a farmstead/homesite.  The site is located within a portion of the project that will be impacted 
by new construction beginning below Satterwhite Road and trending to the southeast (see Figure 12b).  
It is situated in an agriculturally terraced pasture on a high lobe (693 ft or 211 m amsl) about 410 m 
due west of Brushy Creek and 630 m southeast of the intersection of FM 2001 and Satterwhite Road.   
The site was identified by the presence of artifacts observed on the surface.  The site extends outside 
of the APE on to the top of a knoll (Figure 13).  The portion of the site boundary located outside of the 
APE was estimated from the contours of the landform adjacent to the APE upon which a small round 
depression with barbed wire protruding from it is was noted from the APE and is likely near the center 
of the site.  It is possible this feature represents a filled-in well.  The site boundary, including the 
estimated portion outside of the APE, measures approximately 100 m east/west and 50 m north/south 
(5000 m2 or 1.23 ac).  Low grasses cover the majority of the site and visibility was extremely good (85 
to100 percent) at the time of the survey.  A small herd of horses, donkeys, and cattle roam the property 
and visited during the survey. 
 
 
Figure 13. View across site 41HY493 from within the proposed right-of-way; looking east.  Note high ground 
surface visibility between tall vegetation. 
Six shovel tests were excavated within the project proposed right-of-way (Figure 14); no shovel tests 
were excavated outside of the right-of-way, although abundant artifacts were visible on the surface in 
the clearing at the top of the small knoll.  Shovel test profiles (for detailed descriptions see Table 2) 
were generally the same with a dark gray (5YR 4/1), dry, hard clay transitioning into a reddish brown 





(5YR 4/3) very dry, compact clay (Figure 15).  The reddish brown clay was interpreted to be subsoil.  
Depths of the color change varied depending on the shovel test location on the slope but usually started 
at 5 to 15 cm below surface (cmbs).  ST 10 was unique in that some burned earth was encountered at 
about 10 cmbs.  This burned earth was compact but friable (Figure 16).  Four of the shovel tests yielded 
artifacts (n=9):  ST 9 contained four artifacts, ST 10 had two, ST 12 had one, and ST 14 had two (see 
Table 2 and Figure 14).   
The artifacts from shovel tests consisted of undecorated whiteware/ironstone sherds (n=3), manganese 
decolorized (solarized) glass (n=3), amber glass (n=1; possibly modern), and possible tin can fragments 
(n=2).  All of these artifacts were small in size, with evidence of breakage due to constant plowing and 
churning in the soil.  A few glass shards were noted on the surface in the APE; the remainder of the 
materials, and thus the majority of artifacts, were located outside of the APE.  The paucity of surface 
materials within the APE is likely due to the slope of the landform and agricultural activities, including 
terracing of the field which likely resulted in the movement of materials from the main occupation area 
located at the top of the landform to the APE.   
Artifacts on the surface outside of the APE consisted of glass, ceramics, bricks, and metal; all suggestive 
of a domestic occupation.  However, as these artifacts were present outside of the APE, they were not 
examined further.   











The artifacts in the APE, although sparse, are also suggestive of a domestic occupation.  Domestic items 
identified from shovel tests included undecorated ceramic sherds that were either whiteware or ironstone 
and bottle glass.  Production of whiteware began about 1810 and was in most American households 
by the 1830s; whiteware remains in production today (Ketchum 1987; Stelle 2014).  Ironstone was 
available in American markets by the 1840s and like whiteware, remains in production today (Stelle 
2014).  Whiteware is usually marked by softer paste than ironstone wares; however, it can be difficult 
to distinguish one from the other due to overlap in production of both wares and later technological 
advances of whiteware production that increased the paste hardness.  The sherds recovered from within 
the APE, were undecorated but are of the type (thickness and hardness of body and clear glazes with 
no puddling on the base) that would have been produced from the later part of the nineteenth century 
(post 1880) to the present.  
Bottle glass observed in the APE includes amethyst (solarized colorless glass) and amber.  Manganese 
was added to glass to create colorless glass, when glass treated with manganese is exposed to 
ultraviolent rays, it turns varying shades of amethyst or purple (Lockhart 2006).  The addition of 
manganese to glass occurred as early as 1850, but was most prevalent, particularly in bottle glass 
between 1870 and about 1920 (Lockhart 2006).  A few amber glass shards were also noted; it was 
not possible to determine if they were modern or historic in age as amber glass is produced commonly 




Figure 15. Plan view of ST 14 showing typical profile.  Note peds which are common of the soils in the Blackland 
Prairie. 






Figure 16. Plan view of ST 10 showing burned earth in south wall 
Archival deed research shows that this property was part of the J. B. Eaves Survey and was first deeded 
to J. F. and Amanda C. Rogers (Hays County Records Volume L:583).  There is no record of when they 
received the grant.  McMillian (2010) states that the J. B. Eaves Survey occurred in 1838, but was not 
subdivided into tracts until the years between 1871 and 1876.  In 1878, the land was granted to James 
P. Michael, who then granted the land to Robert Michael (likely a son or brother) in 1881 (Hays County 
Records Volume O:547).  Robert Michael then deeded the property to Thomas Frank in 1889.  
According to the records, the land was deeded to the John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Company, 
which owned it until 1922 (Hays County Records Volume X:150).  There was no date attached to the 
transaction between Frank and the insurance company, so it is unclear whether Thomas Frank remained 
on the property, or whether it was rented out to other tenants over the next 33 years.  Based on the 
artifact assemblage, the most likely occupant at site 41HY493 was either Thomas Frank or tenants that 
occupied the land under the insurance company’s ownership at the turn of the century.  However, specific 
conclusions are difficult as the artifact assemblage within the APE was sparse and not particularly 
temporally diagnostic.  Early historic aerials and USGS topographic maps were also examined, no 
evidence of a structure at this location was found (NETR 2014). 
Discussion 
Site 41HY493 is the scattered remains of a late nineteenth-century/early twentieth-century 
farmstead/homesite.  The portion of the site within the project APE has been subject to numerous years 
of plowing and terracing, leaving virtually no trace of the site intact.  Also, very little architectural 
materials (a scatter of field stone and handmade brick) remain so no conclusions could be made on the 
type of building that was present.  The lack of features and artifacts within the APE may indicate a short 
occupation that most likely began in the late 1880s or early 1890s, based on the presence of solarized 





glass.  The property changed hands several times between 1878 and 1889 when Thomas Frank, and 
soon afterward the John Hancock Mutual Insurance Company, was deeded the property.  Thomas Frank 
was possibly a tenant under the insurance company and is the most likely occupant of the site.   
Since most of the site is located outside of the project APE, an assessment of the eligibility of the site in 
its entirety could not be made.  A recommendation of not eligible for listing on the NRHP or designation 
as an SAL can be made for the portion of the site within the APE as it lacks integrity in terms of design, 
materials, and association.  This is due to the extensive impacts to the site, primarily related to the 
agriculture practices (terracing and deep plowing) in the APE.  Further, no cultural features were 
observed and there was no depth of deposits that would yield any useful information about the lives of 
people in Central Texas during the late nineteenth century or turn of the twentieth century.  Therefore, 
no further work is recommended prior to construction.   
41HY494 (Temporary Site CMEC-02) 
Site 41HY494 is a multi-component historic-age site that is primarily composed of a complex of 
buildings associated with mid-twentieth-century cattle ranching; south of the complex is a historic-age 
artifact scatter that was likely associated with an earlier twentieth-century occupation.  The complex is 
made up of a barn, a building with a sub-floor feature, a cattle chute, holding pens, watering tanks, 
the remains of a base to a silo, stock tank, and a pump house and well.  Although the entire complex is 
not located within the APE (Figure 17), it is likely that most, if not all, of the complex will be destroyed 
during construction of the new location roadway, so the entirety of the complex is discussed here.  The 
site is located in the portion of proposed new construction between FM 2001 and Goforth Road as it 
curves to the south (see Figure 1).  It is situated on an eroded upland lobe at about 633 ft amsl above 
a tributary to Brushy Creek, which is about 185 m due north and 175 m east.  The site measures 136 m 
northeast/southwest by 82 m northwest/southeast or 11,152 m2 (2.75 ac).  Vegetation at the site 
includes mesquite, oak, and other hardwoods along with pasture plants and grasses.  Although the 
vegetation was mostly knee-high, visibility was good at about 75 to 90 percent.  The pasture has been 
grazed in the past and is still being used as such recently.  The mesquite and oaks are denser around 
the structures (marking the site) and along the road and nearby stock ponds.  No shovel tests were 
excavated due to the possibility of hazardous chemicals associated with the complex.  
The more substantial building (Figure 18) contains two rooms, one with the remnants of an unknown sub-
floor feature (possibly a dipping vat) related to cattle ranching.  This building is primarily constructed 
of cinder block with some wood and a corrugated metal roof.  It measures approximately 36 ft x 29.5 
ft (11 m x 9 m).  A second room’s back wall is made of corrugated metal and joins the building and the 
cattle chute that runs 105 ft (32 m) southwest to a large barn (Figures 19-21).  There is a step down 
into this second room.  The large corrugated metal barn (Figures 22 and 23) is surrounded by various 
pastures and pens, as indicated by fencing and fence post remains (see Figure 17 for extent of 
surrounding fences).  This barn measures approximately 126 ft x 22 ft (38 m x 7 m), contains two 
separate wings that were divided by the cattle chute, and appears to have primarily functioned as the 
livestock shelter within the fenced-in corral area.   
Two concrete water troughs were observed, one between the barn and cinder block building at an old 
fence line near the east side of the complex and the other further south of the complex near another 
fenceline.  On the west side of the complex near where the chute connects with the barn is a circular 
feature constructed of cinder blocks in the ground with six “tie-downs” located outside of the circle 
(Figure 24).  This feature measures 16. 5 ft (5 m) across and is likely the base of a silo or other storage  












Figure 18. Cinder block building; looking west. 
 
Figure 19. Back room adjoining cinder block building; looking east. 





building.  There are various fenced-in areas located on the south and west side of the complex of 
buildings, although the fencing only partially remains.  Also noted was a cast concrete “collar” that may 
have been over a small well also located south of the complex (Figure 25).  The buildings are in fair 
condition except for the chute, which is partially collapsed due to a fallen tree, and the silo, which is no 
longer present. 
The sub-floor feature housed in the cinder block building was thought to be a dipping vat as it was 
about 4 ft deep with stairs at one end and an opening into the next room at the other end and aisles 
alongside the vat (Figures 26 and 27).  The second room is lower than the room with the vat, allowing 
for easy access in or out of the vat.  However, the stairs are too narrow for cattle, so it was possibly 
used for dipping smaller livestock such as sheep, goats, or hogs rather than cattle.  Generally, dipping 
vats were designed to be deep enough for the animal to swim through the vat filled with tick-killing 
solution.  Four feet is not deep enough for full grown cattle to be submerged.  However, if the feature 
was not actually a vat to run livestock through for dipping, it may have had some other function to 




Figure 20. Cattle/livestock chute; looking south. 






Figure 21. Inside chute toward barn; looking southwest. 






Figure 22. South end of large barn; looking northwest. 
 
Figure 23. West side of barn; looking northeast.  Cattle chute is marked by opening at far right of barn.   






Figure 24. Cinder block foundation for silo, note tie-down in foreground; looking north. 
 
Figure 25. Cast concrete “collar” of a possible well; looking west. 





Located outside of the APE, but part of the complex is a stock pond, pump house, and well (Figure 28).  
Water lines were noted and are thought to connect the troughs at the barn complex with water pumped 
from the pump house (Figure 29).   
Several shards of glass, both window and bottle, miscellaneous metal, fence wire, and cinder block 
fragments were observed in the building and on the surface outside the building and are associated 
with the ranching activity area.  Fence wire does not have great diagnostic utility, although it is useful 
for determining site use.  The bottle glass shards are amber and from machine made bottles that likely 
contained dipping vat solutions based on an observed label on a complete bottle.  This applied color 
label identified the bottle contents as a DDT solution to be used for dipping livestock.  Machine-made 
bottles became very common post-1910 after the advent of the Owens Automatic Bottle Machine; other 
modern manufacturing methods followed the Owens Machine (Lindsey 2014).  Amber glass is not 
particularly diagnostic in and of itself as it is still manufactured today.  The window glass observed was 
colorless.  No artifacts associated with an activity other than ranching were observed in the area 
immediately surrounding the extant complex.  No shovel test units primarily because of possible 
hazardous materials contamination (arsenic and/or DDT).  The lack of subsurface probes is not viewed 
as a significant interpretive/evaluative constraint because of the very high ground visibility at the site 
and general lack of artifacts on the surface, particularly outside of the building complex.   
 
Figure 26. Interior sub-floor feature (dipping vat) in cinder block building, looking northwest. 






Figure 27. Interior sub-floor feature (dipping vat) in cinder block building, looking southeast. 






Figure 28. Pump house and well outside the APE but associated with the barn complex; looking south southwest. 
 
Figure 29. View toward barn complex from near pump house; looking northeast.  Note water lines exposed in area 
that drains to stock pond. 





Located approximately 50 meters (164 feet) south of the barn is a sparse historic-age artifact including 
brick fragments, glass shards (colorless and cobalt), and ceramic sherds (stoneware), which could 
indicate an earlier, probably early twentieth-century, domestic occupation (Figure 30 and 31).  The 
brick fragments observed were unmarked and appeared to be from either handmade brick, which can 
pre-date 1900 (Steinbomer 1982), or from poorly made or machine made brick that has deteriorated.  
Two cobalt glass fragments were observed.  Although cobalt is a rare glass color, due to the color’s 
wide application for a large array of products, it cannot be dated to a specific time or use with any 
certainty unless there are design or identifying marks (Lindsey 2014 and Stelle 2014).  Similarly, 
colorless glass is not particularly diagnostic if there are no distinguishing marks as to its contents.  The 
stoneware sherd was Bristol glazed on both the interior and exterior and is likely the rim from a large 
storage vessel; Bristol glazed stoneware was introduced during the late Victorian period (1880s) and 
was generally used in combination with an Albany-type glaze until the late 1910s when Bristol glaze 
was used alone producing all white-glazed stoneware vessels of the twentieth century (Greer 
1981:212).  These artifacts were observed in an area with large numbers of disturbances, primarily 
associated with the construction of two stock ponds.   
 
 
Figure 30. Plan view of brick; only three brick fragments were observed. 






Figure 31. Plan view of glass and ceramic artifacts found at 41HY494; includes colorless vessel shard, cobalt glass 
jar, amber bottle shard, and Bristol glazed stoneware vessel rim. 
A 1964 historic aerial and a 1960 USGS topographic map show that the barn complex was in place 
as early as 1960 and was active by 1964 (NETR 2014).  Deed title information shows that the property 
was owned by E. F. Barnes as early as 1942 (Hays County Records Volume 125:450), and again from 
1953 to 2006 when it was partitioned as part of the E. F. Barnes estate (Hays County Records Volume 
1503:501 and Volume 2507:402).  Prior to 1942 the parcel was owned by W. R. and Vallie Jean 
Bingham (Hays County Records Volume 125:450).   
Discussion 
The complex of buildings making up Site 41HY494 is mid-twentieth-century in age.  The complex is in 
fair condition, with the exception of the livestock chute and missing silo.  Of primary interest is the 
possible livestock dipping vat in the cinder block building; it is unique in that it has some of the 
characteristics for a traditional dipping vat, but not all.  In particular, it is not deep enough for a full 
grown cow, but could have been used for smaller livestock.  The complex was in use as early as 1960 
and is on property that is still managed by members of the family that owned it at that time.   
The early twentieth-century artifact scatter indicates an earlier occupation.  Early aerial and 
topographic maps indicate that the structure was gone by the time the barn complex was constructed 
and any subsurface deposits were likely destroyed with the construction of the stock ponds.   
The site is recommended not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or for SAL 
designation as the site lacks integrity of design, materials, and association.  Although there are numerous 
features associated with this complex, there is a very limited number of artifacts across the site.  Also 
the existence of similar ranching complexes in this part of Hays County are plentiful and in better 





condition than those at site 41HY494.  Further, the barn complex portion of the site is barely within the 
50 year threshold for eligibility status and the portion of the site that pre-dates the barn complex has 
been severely impacted by the construction of stock ponds and the use of property as a cattle ranch.  
Therefore, in terms of location, design, materials, and association, the site lacks integrity; no further work 
is recommended prior to construction. 
Possible Burial/Gravesite 
Local folklore sent CMEC archeologists in search of a large painted tractor tire located near Rohde 
Road near its intersection with Graef Road.  CMEC was told early in the project by a neighboring 
landowner that the tire marks the location of a child burial (Lesley Simpson, personal communication, 
June 27, 2014).  Many years ago, the current landowner, John McCormick, was told by the landowner 
across the road, who was born and raised in the area and is the namesake for Rohde Road, that a 
Hispanic family that lived and worked on the property had a child that was either stillborn or died soon 
after birth sometime in the 1910s or early 1920s.  They reportedly buried the child at the corner of the 
property and marked it with a large, painted tractor tire (Figure 32).  Years later, the house that they 
lived in was moved to the front of the property, near the road at the same corner of the property as 
the tire (John McCormick, personal communication September 17, 2014).  Although Mr. McCormick does 
not know whether a child is buried there or not, he and his tenants have respected the tire as a marker 
to a potential grave based on what Mr. Rohde told him years ago.   
 
Figure 32. Painted tractor tire/potential child grave; looking west. 
The tire is located on the west side of Rohde Road just 0.18 mi north of the intersection of Graef Road 
with Rohde Road.  As the tire was originally thought to be located within an easement in the APE, the 
design was restructured to avoid directly impacting the tire location.  The possible grave is situated just 





3.44 ft (1.05 m) outside the project APE at this point (see Figure 12d).  As CMEC archeologists did not 
have landowner permission to conduct subsurface investigations, the location was photographed and its 
location mapped in relation to the APE and existing roadway.  Although the location is outside of the 
APE, it is recommended that the location be protected during construction with temporary fencing as a 
precaution since due to its close proximity to the APE. 
Recommendations 
Two archeological sites and two isolated finds were identified during the survey for the proposed 
improvements and new construction of FM 2001.  As the isolated finds do not meet the definition of a 
site, they are recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  Site 41HY493 has suffered 
extensive impacts in the past and retains little research value.  Complexes similar to site 41HY494 still 
exist across the landscape and this one barely falls within the 50-year threshold for NRHP assessment.  
In addition, the earlier component of site 41HY494 has been destroyed by stock pond construction.  
Both sites recorded are recommended as not eligible for NRHP inclusion. 
The possible child grave is just outside of the project APE and will be avoided by the current design.  
However, due to the landowner’s request that it be respected, it is recommended that the possible grave 
location be protected with temporary fencing during construction.   
As there was extensive disturbances within the APE due to previous construction activities, utility 
installation, and farming practices, no evidence was found of preserved deposits with a high degree of 
integrity; associations with distinctive architectural and material culture styles; rare materials and 
assemblages; the potential to yield data important to the study of preservation techniques and the past 
in general; or potential attractiveness to relic hunters (13 TAC 26.10; 36 CFR 60.4) no additional 
archeological investigations are warranted prior to construction activities, excluding the potential burial.   
No artifacts were collected, as artifacts were only observed on private land; therefore, only project 
records will need to be curated per TAC 26.16 and 26.17.  Project records will be curated the Center 
for Archaeological Studies (CAS) at Texas State University-San Marcos.   
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